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most historians. Nevertheless, it was probably that which ended Bnrke's
parliamentary career. Two years later, at the age of sixty-two, he retired
with an accumulation of pensions, given at the king's request, amounting
to 8,700J. per annum. His reputation had been built up on his supposed
energy in favour of economy. The secret and illegal pension (1,500/.)
cast light on his sudden coalition with Lord North, whom he once proposed
to impeach as a traitor.' Of the five statements contained in this re-
markable paragraph one alone is true, and that might be amended. It
might read, for instance, as follows: ' This accusation, made without
either proof or show of probability, is passed over by most historians.'
With regard to the rest, the causes of Burke's retirement are too well
known to require restatement; his age in 1794 was not sixty-two;
his reputation had a somewhat wider basis than his critic thinks;
lastly, neither the calumny nor the insinuation based on it is supported
by any evidence. Surely Mr. Conway knows that a charge such as this
must be proved to the very hilt and substantiated in every detail. Into
the further charges against these and other public men we cannot enter.
The examples given of the method chosen and approved by the author
will satisfy most readers, save the few who are anxious to gauge the
extent to which his prejudices carry him. These few must be referred to
the book, which for reckless mud-slinging is probably unexcelled.

Mr. Conway has not given us a piece of genome critical study on
Paine's philosophy and position; nor has he supplied his readers with
the means of estimating his character and his relations with his contem-
poraries, for the simple reason that everything that Paine says is assumed
to be true, and every one who opposed him is assumed to be wicked. What
he has done is to print a good many of Paine's letters, some of which are
of considerable importance, and to supplement them with several new
facts about Paine's life. It is a misfortune that, for reasons Indicated
above, his readers cannot place the invariable reliance on these which they
might wish. This is the more to be regretted because Mr. Conway's own
aim is the reinstatement of Paine in his position of historical importance.
It is, however, impossible to avoid the conclusion that he would have been
more successful had he been more moderate in his claims and less of a
partisan in the method in which he tries to enforce them. That Paine had
a great influence none can doubt, that he was honest in intention ought not
to be called in question ; but a perusal of the letters and sayings recorded
in these volumes only serves to endorse the opinion which the study of his
works raises, that he would have been greater and of more importance but for
two defects—conceit and the lack of that historical sense of fitness which
distinguishes the statesman from the politician. E. C. K. GONNEB.

Le Culte do la Baison tt dc Viitre Supr&nic. Par F. A. AULABD. (Paris :
Alcan. 1892.)

JEtudes et Leqons sur la Revolution Franqaise. Par F. A. AULABD. (Paris:
Alcan. 1893.)

WHAT account is the historian to give of two strange attempts to found a
new religion in France hi 1793 and 1794 ? Are they to be referred to the
wild aberrations of revolutionary enthusiasm, which took no account of
past or future, of expediency or inexpediency ? Were they the result of
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certain well-defined tendencies of thought, flowing in one case from Diderot
and the encyclopedists, in the other from Rousseau and the sentimental
deists ? Or was the chief factor in these two movements political
antagonism against the clergy, which was in turn the consequence of the
great war ? Or are none of these hypotheses exclusively true ? Was
the gospel according to Chaumette partly referable to the encyclopedia,
partly to the lust after church plate, partly to a light-headed wish to be
piquant, partly to the political desire to play an ultra-revolutionary card,
partly to the patriotic feeling that the clergy were traitors, agents of Pitt
and of Coburg, whether they lived in the Ardeche or the Seotdon Filles
St. Thomas, the Quartier St. Genevieve or the Bocage ?

M. Aulard is a revolutionary politician and a skilled and learned
searcher of archives. While his facts are always interesting and generally
new, his theories should always be received with caution. The two
volumes before us are no exceptions to this rule. In the first he has
explored a number of departmental and municipal archives, especially
those of the south-west, where the religion of reason was enforced with
the greatest violence, and it is hardly necessary to say that the work is
scholarly and constitutes a material addition to our knowledge of the
period. M. Aulard, however, does not content himself with stating facts.
An admirer of the French revolution and all its works, he has a theory
which is highly favourable to all parties concerned. ' I hope,' he writes,
' that this historical essay will show in the worship of reason and of the
Supreme Being, not only a philosophical and religious attempt, without
root in the past of France, and without connexion with events, but a
necessary, nay a political consequence of the state of war, into which the
revolution had been thrown by the resistance of the ancien r&gime against
the new Spirit.' Do M. Aulard's own facts establish this thesis ? La the
first place he admits that the ' dechristdanisation ' in Paris had been for
the populace only un acte de gaminerie, which soon palled when it was
found to involve, heavy atheistdo lectures at the sections. Then he admits
that the Convention disliked it, that not more than half the conventionals
could be induced to attend the feast of reason, that the two committees
deplored it, and that the committee of general security actually arrested
the deputies of Mennecy, who came, armed with church plate, to abjure
their superstitions in the capital; in other words that the cult of reason
was discountenanced by all the men who were guiding the course of affairs
and organising resistance to the foreigner. M. Aulard indeed points out
—and the observation is valuable—that the movement against Christianity
was more serious in the provinces, especially in the south-west where
Catholicism was strong. We think, however, that he oversteps the limits
of his own evidence in holding that the movement arose from a sense
that the priest was politically dangerous. No doubt political motives were
operative, but the decree of Fouch6 at Nevera and that of Dartigoeyte and
Cavaignac in the department of Gers lay no particular stress on the
political misdoings of the priest, the ' Journal of Chanteau' is philosophical
rather than opportunist, and Monertier, ex-priest and commissary of the
convention at Pan, enlarges rather on the follies than on the dangers of
Catholicism. We are inclined then to think from a study of M. Aulard's
own facts that the movement was not all so simple as he thinly. That
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the priest was under suspicion .as a reactionary was no doubt true, but
a certain weight must be allowed to the speculative atheism and deism of
the times, to the caprioe of melancholic or boisterous people, whose heads
were turned by the possession of power, and something too to the vulgar
lust after church plate, and the delights of mere iconoclasm.

M. Aulard's ' Etudes et Lecons' are lectures which he delivered as
Professor of the History of the French Revolution at the Faculty des Lettres
of Paris. The lectures (with the exception of the inaugural lecture on the
bibliography of the subject) deal with a number of special points, and are
based upon original research at the archives. In all' of them M. Aulard
displays his thorough familiarity with the literature of the period, in three
of them he makes important contributions to general history. In Lecture
IV (Le Club des Jacobins sous la Monarchic) M. Aulard demonstrates
that the society was monarchical though liberal right up to September
1792. In Lecture VII (Lea Comptes de Danton) he attempts, and the
attempt is successful, to vindicate Danton from Madame Roland's accusa-
tion that he never sent in his accounts to the convention. The facts of the
matter seem to be as follows. On 28 Aug. 1792 the assembly decreed
(1) that one million for extraordinary expenses, (2) that one million for
secret expenses should be put at the disposition of the council. On 8 Sept.
the executive council decrees that as the minister of foreign affairs has a
sufficient sum at his disposal already, the two million should be paid in
equal Bhares of 400,000 to the five other ministers. Danton resigned on
6 Oct., and on that day Cambon stated that 408,882 livres had been
already spent, and that of these Danton had spent 800,000, and Danton
admits that he has spent this sum, 200,000 in secret, and near 100,000
in extraordinary expenses. Did Danton ever account for this three
hundred thousand ? Did he really spend all of it ? M. Aulard's answer
is quite satisfactory. In the first place he has discovered Danton's account
submitted to the convention 6 Oct. of the amount spent by him under
the heading of extraordinary expenses, from which it appears that out of
the 100,000 livres he has spent 68,684, leaving a:balance of 81,816. In
the second place he has discovered a letter written on 7 Nov. 1792 by
four members of the executive council to the president of the convention,
from which it appears (1) that Danton submitted a detailed account not
only of his extraordinary but of his secret expenses to the provisional
executive committee on 6 Oct.; (2) that after a report of each of the
ministers it was determined not to enter the accounts of the secret
expenses on the register of the council. This last fact completely explains
the Girondin legend. Roland had not attended the council when the
accounts were submitted to it, but he had searched the registers of the
council and found nothing. He concluded that no accounts had been
submitted at all, and that Danton's story was a political figment. M.
Aulard goes on to show that Danton probably did not spend more than
288,874 livres, 68,684 under the head of extraordinary and 164,690 livres
under the head of secret expenditure, most of which went to pay the fifty-
four commissioners who were sent into the provinces. Only one doubt
occurs to us concerning these calculations. Cambon, speaking on 10 Oct.,
says that Roland had spent 23,000 livres in 'extraordinary expenses.'
Boland, sending in bis accounts on 19 Oct. 1792, declares that he has spent
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48,425 in extraordinary and 51,200 in secret expenses. M. Aulard, adding
the last-named sums to the sums spent by Servan and Claviere before 10
Oct., is able to diminish Danton's share of the 408,882 livres considerably.
But does not this assume that Roland spent nothing between the 10th
and the 19th ? However, this is an unimportant point, and does not
substantially affect the conclusion.

In Lecture IX (Les Responsabilites de Carnot) M. Aulard holds that
Camot must be held fully responsible with Robespierre for the measures
of the Terror. He not only signs but writes the decree of 9 Sept. 1798,
condemning Generals Leigonyer and Qu6tineau ; he signs the decree for
the arrest of Danton, though two members of the committee refused to
do so; he with seven others signs the decree for the arrest of Lucile
Desmoulins; his name appears in the decree for the arrest of Chaumette,
and he contributes to send Victor de Broglie to the scaffold. Of the other
lectures, Lecture X (Une Gazette Militaire de l'an LT), describing La
Soirie du Camp, an official journal started by Carnot for the use of the
army, and Lecture XI (La Presse officieuse sous la Terreur) strike us as
the most novel and interesting. It.is a curious indication of the timidity
of the great committee that it was not only afraid openly to encourage its
own official paper, but actually ordered it to change its name from the
Feuille de Saint Public to something less compromising. In conclusion
we venture very humbly to offer two criticisms. They concern M.
Aulard's particular star Danton and Lecture VIII (La Statue de Danton).
M. Aulard says: II avait fait tout le possible pour prSvenir les massacres.
Ought not so startling a statement to have been supported by some
evidence ? Again he disposes indignantly of the charge that Danton was
ever in the pay of the court. These accusations are the cancans pos-
thumes de Mirabeau, de Mme. Roland, de Brissot, de la Fayette. We
submit that the evidence on this point is too weighty to be dismissed with
a gesture. Putting aside Moleville, who was, however, in an excellent
position for knowing the destination of the sums expended by the court,
we have Mirabeau's allusion on 10 March 1791 (' Correspondance de
Mirabeau et la Marck,' ill. 82) to the trente mille livres de Danton, which
requires no little refutation. Further, Dr. Robinet's evidence that Danton's
private fortune did not vary much during the revolution is quite consistent
with the hypothesis that he took the money of the court and spent it in
furthering his own projects. This we suspect to have been the case.

H. A. L. FISHBB.

Documents relating to Ireland, 1795-1804. Edited by J. T. GLDBEBT.

(Dublin : Joseph Dollard. 1898.)
ME. GILBEBT has done so much in the past for Irish history that it is
diffioult to express oneself freely in regard to the present volume. Setting
aside two documents of no value whatever, and only published apparently
because they are in Mr. Gilbert's possession, the volume consists of,
(1) an official account of the money expended by the treasury in detecting
treasonable conspiracies from 21 Aug. 1797 to 28 March 1804; (2) some
extracts from the Pelham correspondence preserved in the British Museum;
and (8) extracts from what Mr. Gilbert strangely describes as ' Papers
by W. J. Mac Neven, New York, 1807,' but which id nothing more or
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